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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

2. Claims 1,5,7-8,12, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Arai et al. JP 11073948 (hereinafter Arai). 

Claim 1 discloses, "an inspection apparatus for an electrode plate-connected 
stnjcture for a secondary cell for inspecting each bonding portion of an electrode plate- 
connected structure for a secondary cell including a plurality of electrode plates which 
are arranged in parallel to one another at prescribed intervals and are perpendicularly 
connected to a power collecting plate, the apparatus characterized by comprising: a 
lighting section for irradiating light to each of the bonded portions of the plurality of 
electrode plates and the power collecting plate of the electrode plate-connected 
structure for a secondary cell; a light receiving section for detecting a projected image 
of each of the bonded portions based on the light irradiated to the electrode plate- 
connected structure for a secondary cell by the lighting section; and an evaluation 
section for evaluating a bonding state of each of the bonding portions based on the 
projected image of each of the bonded portions detected by the light receiving section." 

Arai discloses an inspection device for an electrode plate group of a storage 
battery capable of detecting the number and the position of the separators (bonded 
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portions) of the electrode plate group and determining with high reliability whether the 
electrode group is proper (from the translated abstract, Problem to be solved section). 
As seen in figure 1 Aral discloses a lighting section 14 for irradiating light to each of the 
separator portions 3 of an electrode plate group 1 . The separators must inherently be 
bonded to the electrode plates. A ccd camera 13 receives a projected image of the 
electrode plates and separators, and the image processing device 1 5 evaluates the 
condition of the electrode plate group in which inherently it is evaluating the bonding 
state of the separator portions (from the translated abstract, Solution section). 

Regarding claim 5, Aral discloses computing the pitch (read as inclination) 
between the separators 3. 

Regarding claim 7, as seen in figure 1 the ccd camera 13 receives light reflected 
by each of the separators (bonded portions). 

Claim 8 is similar to claim 1 except claim 8 is a method claim. Thus the same 
arguments used for claim 1 apply equally to the rejection of claim 8. 

Claim 12 is similar to claim 5, thus the same arguments used for claim 5 apply 
equally to the rejection of claim 12. 

Claim 14 is similar to claim 7, thus the same arguments used for claim 7 apply 
equally to the rejection of claim 14. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Arai et al. JP 11073948 (hereinafter Arai). 

Claim 2 is dependent on claim 1 rejected above and discloses that the light 

receiving section receives light passing through both sides of each of the electrode 

plates. 

Arai does not explicitly disclose that the light receiving section receives light 
passing through both sides of each of the electrode plates. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to receive light passing 
through both sides of each of the electrode plates. Applicant has not disclose that 
receiving light passing through both sides of the electrode plates provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary 
skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform 
equally well receiving light reflected from both sides of the electrode plates as taught by 
Arai because both methods receive an accurate image of the bonding portions of the 
electrode plates. Therefore it would have been obvious to modify Arai to receive light 
passing though both sides of the electrode plates as stated in claim 2. 

Claim 9 is similar to claim 2, thus the same arguments used for claim 2 apply 
equally to claim 9. 



Application/Control Number: 10/017.254 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2625 

5. Claim 3 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aral et al. JP 1 1073948 (hereinafter Aral) in view of Honda et al. USPN 6.249,598 
(hereinafter "Honda"). 

Arai discloses comparing computed values from the image data with reference 
data (last sentence of the English translation of the abstract). Arai does not explicitly 
disclose measuring a height of a lowest point of each of the bonded portions based on 
the projected image. 

Honda discloses a solder testing apparatus comprising image processing means 
for an image of a soldered portion in order to determine whether it is good or bad 
(stated at least in the abstract). Figure 1 1 illustrates the characterizing amounts of a 
soldered portion including the fillet height 1 101 (col. 9 lines 29-38). Honda teaches that 
when the fillet height is high then a favorable connection is formed (col. 9 lines 45-55). 
Figure 13 demonstrates the determination of whether or not a fillet height is good (col. 
10 lines 13-31). 

Arai and Honda are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of inspection using image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Arai and Honda to measure the height of the bonded portion and 
compare it to a reference value. The motivation for doing so would be to determine if the 
connection is favorable. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine Arai and Honda to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 3. 
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Claim 10 is similar to claim 3. thus the same argument used for claim 3 applies 
equally to claim 10. 

6. Claims 4 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aral et al. JP 1 1073948 (hereinafter Arai) in view of Stavis et al. USPN 3.773.422. 

Arai does not explicitly disclose detecting a thickness of each of the plurality of 
electrode plates based on the projected image of the bonded portions. Arai is however 
concerned with determining if the electrode plate group is proper, and one way of doing 
so would be to measure the width of the plates as is well known in the art of inspection 
using images. 

Stavis discloses a system for calculating linear dimensions using a television 
camera (col. 1 lines 1-8). 

Arai and Stavis are analogous art because they are from the same field of quality 
inspection. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine Arai and Stavis to measure the thickness of the electrode plates. The 
motivation for doing so would be to determine the quality of the battery. Thus it would 
have been obvious at the time of the invention to combine Arai and Stavis to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 4. 

Claim 1 1 is similar to claim 4. thus the same arguments used for the rejection of 
claim 4 apply equally to claim 1 1 . 
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Allowable Subject Matter 



Claims 6 and 13 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent fonri including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John B Strege whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
8679. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday between the hours of 
8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (703) 308-5246. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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